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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the. relationships among family structure,
fam:ily environment, and satisfaction with college.

Items taken from

Minuchin!s descriptions of Enmeshed and Disengaged family behaviors were
compiled and placed in questionnaire form along with the Family Environ
ment scale of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory.

The Family Environment

scale was chosen in this study as a way of assessing concurrent validity
for the newly selected scale items, which comprised the Enmeshed and Dis
engaged scales.

These three family scales and a modified form of the

Jig;-*

Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank for assessing college student satisfac
tion were administered to seventy-one female and twenty-five male col
m l
lege students.
The results of the study were reported in three parts.

First,

the results of the statistical analysis of the Enmeshed and Disengaged
scales were reported.
When the original pool of 43 items on the Enmeshed
>•.»• .t ■ " " • >>.*■
:.w
. v>\L .
-*
>
'..>fe,.•••
y *
'V-.
and Disengaged scales were compared with the Family Relations scale, an
i * * \ j •.
<-^ ^
‘
r of .57 was obtained between the Enmeshed scale and the Family Relations
scale and an r of .75 was obtained between the Disengaged scale and the
-■>
C f-1 ;
Family Relations scale.
Second, by improving the homogeneity of the
scales with internal consistency statistics the original item pool was
reduced from 43 items to two final scales which contained 12 Enmeshed
items and 10 Disengaged items.

However, after eliminations of items,

the correlations between the Family Relations scale and both the Enmeshed
and Disengaged scales were lower.

This finding was seen as a reflection

of the decreased range in scores on the smaller scales.
ix

Finally, stepwise regression analysis was employed to assess
the relationship between family environment and satisfaction with
college.

Scores on the Enmeshed, Disengaged and Family Relations

scales, marital status, age, status of parents, academic major, and
class ranking were used as predictors of the criterion which was the
total satisfaction score on the modified Hoppock Job Satisfaction
Blank for College Students.

The results indicated that a significant

relationship existed between the nine predictors and the criterion
■■■'X-;..,’X X X '• ■ ;■ ,
variable (F ~ 2.197, j>. <.05).

■
However, examination of the contribc-

iM *

tion each variable made In the regression equation indicated that no
relationship existed between college satisfaction and scores on the
-v •••'.O
' ’
£ X XVjSSbMj;.
the Family Relations .scale.
!

and that no relationship

X

x

study were that the family
X '
limited useful

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Forty percent of students entering college never receive a
degree.

Of these, less than one-half do so for reasons of ill health

or academic failure (Summerskill 1962).

These students may not. be

leaving solely because of dissatisfaction with college, but it seems
likely that a large percentage have experienced some degree of dis
(1970) noted, satisfaction.
a function of two classes of
r
■
'• .
■
;ge and (b) variables of the stn
second set of variables with
ways
. „

~

the student’s family background
mm

__________

may influence satisfaction with college.
Several authors have suggested that the family environment of
a student plays a role in determining whether the student will success
fully adapt to college (Beaven 1949, Neugeboren 1958).

More recently,

family therapists (Minuchin 1969, 1974) have suggested that the inabil
ity to adjust both in college and in the larger culture away from the
university seems related to the type of family environment which has
been experienced while growing to maturity.

In particular, Minuchin

has suggested that the patterns of interaction which characterize one’s
family produce long-lasting patterns of interacting in other settings.
1

2
Recently, Hinuchin (1974) proposed a theory for understanding the
family as a system rather than as a group of individuals.

Minuchin's

theory offered a means of accounting for psychosocial problems experi
enced by family members, which suggests that family interaction patterns

s outside the family.

may be predictive of interact!

At present, no research on college student's adjustment has been
conducted using the Minuchin framework (Rosman 1979).

Since satisiac-

tion with college is assi;? -d a high priority by university personnel,
it seemed important to understand the impact that pre-college variables
may have upon the degree of satisfaction expressed by students.

This

study was designed to determine if Hinuchin's theory could be used to
describe family environments from which students have emerged and to
-Mv-,.

see if the Hinuchin framework offers a mean for predicting satisfactic n with collage.
■ f im

•r# ,

■
p_u_r£0se O f ,the Studjr
••
The purpose of this study was twofold. First, since there were
m

m

*

'

:w

&

....

.

...
r
Zpi
,•«
k Sb ®*
no measures of family
* environment within the theoretical framework pro.
- ' ' V
- 'i,
posed by Minuchin, an instrument was developed that classified student's
v sm
k P . ■ 'i-'L '■■'it

:

AT ?

f";

■*£>':

family background based on Minuchin'e theory.

Preliminary validity and

scale homogeneity were developed for the instrument, called the Home and
Family Survey.

Second, the Home and Family Survey was used to predict

satisfaction with college.

Hypotheses
Hypothesis #1.

The family distinctions proposed by Minuchin in

describing the Enmeshed and Disengaged transactional styles of families
in clinical populations are applicable in describing families of college
students.

3
Hypothesis # 2 .

For college students, there will be no linear

relationship between total scores on the College Satisfaction Blank
and the following predictors:

(a) score on the Enmeshed scale,

score on the Disengaged scale,

(c) total score on the Family Relations

subscale of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory,
status of parents,

(g) academic major,

(d) age,

(b)

(e) sex,

(f)

(h) marital status, and (i)

class rank.

Definitions
Enmeshed.

Conceptually, a term used by Minuchin (1974) to

describe a transactional style within families which is characterised
fi-y Jh,:-

by overinvolvement by family members at the expense of individual
'M

autonomy.

Operationally, Enmeshed was used in this study as the score
,‘W f .

'

r--v'-

,y .

' '•

„ * ? . ...

obtained on the Enmeshed scale.
,..
H
tv
Disengaged. Conceptually, a term used by Minuchin (1974) to
i*.
biNLl! v.i
describe a transactional style within families which is characterized

by lack of involvement by family members which creates isolation of a
mr

family member or members.

Operationally, Disengaged was used in this

study as the score obtained on the Disengaged scale.

'/

’
• <a‘‘
.

’
College Satisfaction#

..

Conceptually, a term used to describe

feelings of satisfaction with the college environment and the process
of college study.

Operationally, College satisfaction is used in this

study as the Total Satisfaction score from the College Satisfaction
Blank.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of research has two sections.

The first section con

tains a discussion of research on a student’s adjustments and satisfac
tion with college and the relationship of these factors to family vari
ables.

The second section presents the theory of family functioning

proposed by Minuchin as an explanation for both normal and maladjusted
families and the effects family structure has upon individual family
members.
The literature which deals with the relationship between the col:
i . ’j '
.
.
.
lege student and his/her family is diffuse and relatively sparse.

Often

it is necessary to look at inferences which have been drawn with regard
to other areas of adjustments by students and draw conclusions based
*fr
;.V
upon these inferences.

-A..1>■
Little data were available in the literature.

While there may be several explanations for this lack of research, the
explanation which seems most apparent is that college students are seen
as similar to other young adults and consequently, research done on non
college students is considered applicable to college students.
V'5*4

But,

f

there do seem to be some important differences between college students
and other young adults which should be considered.

It is the author's

intention that the present literature review helps define some of these
differences and shows that many of the problems encountered by college

4

5
students, particularly problems associated with family environment, are
unique to students.

College Students:
Satisfaction with College
and Family Variables
Post World War II College Students
Following the second world war, large numbers of students were
able to attend college because of GI benefits.

There were booming

enrollments on campuses, creating a haven for young people and veterans
whom society was unable to assimilate immediately into the job market.
£ ... i j - t |; : ,,
. .
Beaven (1949) observed that many of the students attending colb
y ' r ’*
'
4 * %.'!• , ^ y
lege in the post-war days were finding themselves in a world where "the
'•g*
*.*.''£.V. :
;--2L
.Jf.

'■< £

V /

t".

steadying effects of large families, the homestead, the home town and a
v*’
'
$>?T: gifcfoi
'
*’ ’$ $
,
.*.<. ,
sense of belonging to a neighborhood were gone" (p. 149). Commenting on
the "students who have behaviors deviating from the norm," Beaven observed
-WilL
• • - ofvMl:
that most "deviations" have a direct relationship to the home environment
of the student*

The mothers of these students were seen as overly con/ftA

■dm -rnyfr

cerned with the student's health, grades and new relationships.
this concern was manifest in the student's behavior.
■i v *t
*
-..=K
•' & 3 & W *

Often

In Heaven's opinion,

anxiety over grades, over health, over adequacy with friends, and in some
cases, over misbehavior is directly related to the student's relationship
with the parents.

Beaven also noted that students who were sent to the

university administration for disciplinary action often came from homes
where there was a divorce in progress.

Beaven recommended that counsel

ing staffs recognize these factors in the student's home environment in
order to understand and help the student cope with the college setting.

6
Another study of college students looked at the relat Lonship
between adaptation to college and markedly unusual family backgrounds.
Wedge (1958) noted:
Families are on the whole remarkably consistent within them
selves in the adaptational demands which they place upon
their children.
Consequently it soon comes along that the
child does not need to deal with each new situation or
impulse as unique, but is able to develop habitual patterns
of impulse expression which are the nucleus of character.
Each family no matter how well integrated into a cultural
or social context, is in some ways unique to the adapta
tional demands which it places on children.
Consequently,
the habitual adaptive patterns developed within the family,
unless modified by other influences would result in idiosyn
cratic adaptational modes, unsuitable as a basis for appro
priate response in extrafamily situations (p. 261).
Wedge suggested that some students are deeply affected by their family
$ */"'
• * L V , '*’ $* •'
.J . ■
'
i
'
.• backgrounds, which results in an inability to adjust well in the col
lege setting, particularly when the family has extremely idiosyncratic
& M i O a a E C
K
K M * *.
patterns of behavior. Often students leaving these families experience

'M M
••,

,•

'*•

■

•

.•y*

'

■v

*?■>{’ ■

i'! '**>

inability to adapt to relationships with other students and frequently
display severe loneliness and defensiveness, which ultimately leads to
affllre/at
social isolation.
Wedge reported a case study to illustrate his observations.

The

case presented describes a student who entered treatment at the counsel
ing service of the university at the referral of his academic dean.

The

student was on the verge of failing all his subjects, reporting little
interest in his classwork.

He felt that everything in his life was

"normal," even though he had no friends, had never dated, and had little
enthusiasm for school.

After discussing this student's family, Wedge

discovered that the family was remarkably over-involved with each other.
Wedge noted that the student, had little privacy in his home at any time.
Further, the members of his family wore no clothing when in the house.

7
When this young man entered college, he viewed the other student's
requests for privacy as atypical.

Wedge noted:

"These observations

(including other cases) led to one hypothesis that this (maladaptive)
syndrome is related to the congeries of cultural and family circumstance
which is associated with attendance at college"

(p. 273)..

While the

cases Wedge presented were extremes, they illustrate clearly how family
environments can contribute to problematic adjustment to college.
Another study explored the relationship between family environ™
ment and underachievement by college students.

Neugeboren (1958) noted

that certain students who were performing at levels below their expected
potential, seemed to be products of certain family types.

,

■ '■$ -v\

.■

'^

A j ■„/

Using patients

.

from a university mental health clinic, Neugeboren describes some distinct
‘jjjkbl

types of underachievers.

For example, one type of student he has labeled
.

passive-resistive.

The students in this group seem to be engaged in a

struggle with their parents, trying to exert power against the parents.
pc

-

Often, these students were unhappy in these majors.

The result was dis-

satisfaction with the classes in which this group was enrolled and conimn

"if)
sequently little self-motivation to perform well.

This group, diagnosed

by the mental health center staff as suffering from adjustment reaction
of adolescence, tended to have fathers who asserted a great deal of pres
sure for academic achievement, and mothers who were usually uncondition
ally supportive.

Recognizing the impact of the parent’s demands, treat

ment of this group usually consisted of helping the student to assert his
goals in the face of parental pressure.
A second group of underachievers identified by Neugeboren were
characterized by pronounced dependency traits.

These students seemed

8
bound to their families with debilitating dependence and showed per
sistent attempts to conform to the wishes of others, particularly the
wishes of the parents.

When confronted with their poor academic per

formance in college, these dependent types reported strong feelings of
guilt, stating that they had let their parents down.

Further, this

group had a tendency to blame others for their problems and failures.
As was noted earlier, the first group (passive-resisters) often
had fathers who demanded achievement.

Interestingly, the dependent

group seemed to have mothers who exerted pressure for academic achieve
ment.

Further, the fathers of the dependent types were generally pas-

-J ■
)
■‘i * ■
' -sive and ineffective in their family relationships.

Neugeboren (1958) also ntoed that the relationship between family
and student is often important in understanding some of the more severe
M JwdilSRwis k '1 'v

cases.

'V''

«»

Specifically, in cases diagnosed as Neurotic., Character Disorders

or Borderline Psychotic where the student was not achieving at the
,: ■!% '.fsiV
•'■¥*%feSf
’"S
«
■ '/i ■
expected level, there was a pattern of strong pressure to achieve from

vtat
4
#v-i u -i£ MjSrv
both parents. Neugeboren concludes that prediction of academic success
i «■
4r&£ *'f
•
■
■■'& VW > ■ X
•r'ft,.>,-#‘ 4•*•.,£•-'
^®c
LiV," ■?' *• V -Jfe* ,#•"i
'Vj ’
requires knowledge of family variables in addition to more traditional
measures.

-j|ssf '.v ‘*.<.

Dropping Out or Flunking Out
and the Family
When studying college dropouts, Levenson (1966) observed that
some of the dropouts seemed to be leaving college largely because of
family involvement.

Levenson noted that some parents sabotage their

son’s or daughter's success by providing a highly rewarding alterna
tive to the drudgery of college.

For example, the parents may tell

9
the student that "you can always come home and stay if you don't like
college" or "there will always be a job for you in daddy’s firm."
Unfortunately, when the student drops out and does come home, he is
usually met with ambivalent reactions to his decision.

This results

in a double bind for the student; do I return to college which T. found
unpleasant, or do I stay home with my parents which I find unpleasant?
Levenson's premise is that the student's family has predisposed him to
his course of action and then withdraws the support which was expected
by the student.

Often, the student is isolated and stereotyped because

of his actions, and must then face some extremely stressful decisions
when trying to determine an appropriate course of action.
Other authors have looked at the relationship between family
.'Tv'

. , v.

V j.;■ ?»

.

environment and flunking out of college.

Hendin (1972), for example,

looked at flunking out of college from the traditional psychoanalytic
viewpoint.
He suggested that some students flunk out of college because
:
hi>'.At.
'V * '*>.*.•L>
•••'
„
■'
•vO .h
of the anxiety that succeeding in college produces in the parents and

•.'.7*7'
’■ :4"
the strain this places upon the relationship.

He emphasizes the impact

unconscious messages have in paralyzing students, messages which are
seen as resulting from the parent's frustrations in marriage or the
threats to the parent's potency which is posed by a successful child.
The result, in Handin's opinion, is not that students become distant
from their parents, but that students become even more involved with
their parents.

This involvement is usually debilitating to the student

but seems to serve as an important means of protecting the parents from
their anxiety about the student succeeding.

While some may find this

position somewhat difficult to accept, it nevertheless suggests, from

10
a different viewpoint, a link between failure in college and family
relationships.
Nagaraja (1972) also has examined some of the psychological
correlates of flunking out of college.

He has suggested that factors

including parental discord, family conflicts, inappropriate upbringing,
inadequate or poor sex education and lack of parental involvement in
the child's activities can contribute significantly to a student's
inability to adapt to college.

If the deficiency is great, the stu-

dent will not be able to cope with the demands of college and conse
quently will flunk out.
Another study looked at the relationship between homesickness
and a student’s relationship to his/her family.
■W-t

Woulff (1976) dis

covered that the factor contributing most to a student's feelings of

:,,u.

homesickness was the degree of intimacy with the parents. While true
,:v.
« tM
both for males and females, Woulff found that for highly homesick students of both sexes there was a significantly higher level of self
disclosure toward parents than in students who were not homesick.

Fur-

ther, males who developed homesickness reported much higher levels of
dependency on their families, more sleep disturbances and feelings of
interpersonal inferiority than did homesick female students.
While there is no one explanation that accounts for all forms
of poor adjustment in college, it is interesting to note that the rela
tionship with the student's family is frequently viewed as crucial.
Beit-Hallahmi and Colon (1574) seem to capture the relationship that
exists between college students and their families most clearly.
stated:

They

"They (the students) are children In terms of the family system,

11
but are obviously too old to be regarded as children.

They live outside

their families, and v?ithout their families most of the time, but are
still attached to them and affected by them” (p. 265).

Satisfaction with College
As Betz, Klingensmith and Menne (1970) noted there has been a
dearth of research aimed at measuring and understanding college stu
dent’s satisfaction with college.

The earliest effort seems to be a

study by Berdie (1944) which used a modified form of the Hoppock Job
Satisfaction Blank (Hoppock 1935).

Berdie's study was an effort to see

if satisfaction with college could be predicted by responses on a voca
tional interest measure.

Berdie concluded that satisfaction with col-

lege was related somewhat to academic achievement, but that there were
' >. r. ' 'tip*.
*
•-*
no indications that interests predict satisfaction in a clear cut manner.

r-

Berdie's study does suggest, however, that there are variables of a com.;. •
*'•
i,
l)’; ,
plex nature inherent in satisfaction with college.
Pervin (1967) and Pervin and Rubin (1967) measured the congru'
ence between student’s perceptions of their college environment and
■
■
‘f f j P f T . V Z \ % % $ ' i f ?
-.**4 "
'h
%
%A
.| p** 't I - S „ P ' JJjp
j.
t
satisfaction with college.
These studies supported the hypothesis that
'if
'
•f , ' I
•
***• .
••
discrepancies between student's self perception and perception of the
environment as incongruent, contribute to dissatisfaction with college.
In addition, Rand (1968) found some evidence that satisfaction is related
to similarity between the individual and the environment.

However, Rand

suggests that this relationship is complex and multifaceted.
Betz et al.

(1970") and Betz, Menne, Starr and Klingensmith

(1971) undertook studies to develop an instrumeut to measure college
student satisfaction.

The variables which were assessed were:

12
(a) policies and procedures,
(d) quality of education,

(b) working conditions,

(c) compensations,

(e) social life and (f, recognition.

These

dimensions, which seem to be valid indicators when factor analyzed, sug
gested that student satisfaction is comparable to dimensions assessed
successfully with workers in the labor force.

Levine and Weitz (1968)

found similar results with graduate students.

That is, the study sug

gested that satisfaction with college is a measurable variable which is
similar to measures of job satisfaction which are applied to workers in
general.
Sturtz (1971) investigated the relative importance age played in
satisfaction with college.
Using a method similar to that of Betz et al.
.... *
:
* *'r •V '
% 7
■1
7
(1970), Sturtz found that (a) adult women are generally more satisfied
than their younge..* counterparts,

(b) adult women are more satisfied with

the quality of education than their younger counterparts and (c) young
women are more satisfied with the policies and procedures of the univery
y
vax
■]■
..

....

sity than are older women.

Sturtz attributes the differences in satisBA.*

Th-

I.-I

faction levels to the differing needs and expectations of the age groups.
'x+i-T'
*<- ‘
:A il .'*£
■
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f t'%f
■>' **•_
Other efforts to develop measures of satisfaction include a study
’?

. ’
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’■
by Gamelin (1955).
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Again using a millt id linens tonal approach, satisfaction

was assessed using variables of curriculum, instructors, campus social
life and several others.

Gamelin concluded that satisfaction with col

lege could be measured and was a variable composed of many components.
Stevens (1972) attempted to assess the impact of counseling on student’s
satisfaction with college.

Using the measure devised by Betz, Menne,

Starr and Klingensmith (1971), Stevens concluded that the impact of
counseling on satisfaction seems to be minimal and transitory.
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Waterman and Waterman (1970) noted that college satisfaction
seems to be a function of identity as defined by Erikson (1968),

They

noted that students who were in a state of identity crisis were more
apt to express dissatisfaction with college.

This finding was also

shown to apply to selection of a major field of study.

In short, it

seems that students who experience some sort of crisis are apt to
express feelings of dissatisfaction.
Satisfaction with college was also found to predict academic
performance.

Willsey (1971) found that overall satisfaction with col-

%'
S

lege, as measured by the College Students Questionnaire. (Setz et al.
1971) was significantly related to acadamic. performance as indicated
by GPA.

Willsey suggests, however, that satisfaction with college

probably has a much greater impact on the individual's behavior than
,*>

is measured by GPA.

,’

,

In summary, satisfaction with college, has been investigated 1:
V
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a variety of ways. Researchers have used many theoretical explanation ;
.
• / ‘
rf.
■ ..
and comprehensive studies to try to understand college student satisfy ■

tion.

However,

the results from the research are by and large inconel. -

sive largely because of the difficulty in defining satisfaction.

A Systems View of Families
Although most of the psychological literature advances the view
of the individual as the locus of his or her own pathology, Minuchin
(1974) and others have proposed a systems theory for the understanding
of families, individuals and psychopathology.

His understanding of the

individual differs in two important ways from that of traditional psy
chology.
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First, Minuchin suggested that the individual can best be under
stood as part of his/her social context.

The individual is influence'1

by chances in the environment and influences the environment by changes
within himself.

"The individual who lives within a family is a member

of a social system to which he must adapt" (p. 9).
Secondly, changes hi a family's structure contribute to changes
in the behavior and inner psychic processes of the other members who
make up the system.

That is, when member? within a family system change

their role in the family or alter the expected pattern of behavior they
exhibit as individuals, all other members of the family system must psy
chologically accommodate the changes and adapt accordingly.

In short,

within the systems approach, context is seen affecting inner processes,
and changes in context produce changes in the individual.
w st

In the society of which the family is a part, Minuchin views the

family unit as the agent for transmitting the social and cultural norms
to its children.

In doing so, the family must meet the challenge of

both internal and external changes while maintaining its continuity.
Further, the family must support and encourage the growth of all its
*<•* >*..
'v
\
..
members while adapting to a society which is always in transition.
In
summary, the family as Minuchin sees it is responsible for the psycho
logical protection and social development of all its members while
continuing the transmitting of the larger culture of which the family
is part.

Components of the Family System
Minuchin (1974) has proposed a theory for the understanding of
families which contains three components.

First, the family is an

5 &f <'

15
open sociocultural system which is always in a state of transformation.
Throughout the life of the family it passes through stages, with changes
occurring in the family system at each stage.

Second, in the process of

■i

development and transformation, the family’s structure requires modifi
cations.

These modifications are necessary in order to meet the demands

of the family effectively in light of structural adaptations.

Third,

the family adapts to changed circumstances in a manner which maintains
continuity and enhances the psychosocial growth of all members.

Keep-

ing in mind the belief that a family continually struggles tc define
itself, Minuchin has no‘:ed the tenacity with which the myth of the
placid family endures even today.

Yet when the family is seen within

systems theory, plscidity is not only unlikely but unhealthy.
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Minuchin has proposed three subsystems within the family, which
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are identifiable by function and role.
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The first, the Spouse subsystem,

is formed when two people marry with the intention of forming a family
.

which is distinct from their respective families of origin.

%

As a sub

system, the new unit has some specific tasks which it must perform in
.?Jpf
.
‘ , ' ■
order to successfully maintain itself. For example, it is crucial that
■',*
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the new partners learn mutual accommodation within the relationship.
Another important task of the Spouse subsystem is the development of
boundaries to protect itself from the demands of the external world as
well as the demands that may be placed on the Spouse subsystem from the
other subsystems within the family.
Assuming the tasks of the Spouse subsystem have been success
fully undertaken, and the newly formed Spouse subsystem is able to
maintain itself, a new subsystem develops within the family.

This

subsystem, which Miruchin calls the Parental subsystem, develops with
the birth of the fir sit child.

Perhaps the most important function of

this subsystem is the development of boundaries around itself which
allows the child access to both parents but effectively excludes the
children from the Spouse subsystem.

That is, the parents need to

learn ways to help them maintain the marital relationship in a satis
factory manner while functioning as parents.
As the child (children) grows, there are continuing demands
11

placed upon him/her by the external environment.
peer involvement are continually challenging f
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new behaviors.
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The result is manif

in pressure exerted upon the

Parental subsystem by 1
child who is struggling with increasing
•'- t f r f r ‘&-r;
..
need" for autonomy. This is perhaps best understood when reflecting
on the manner in which the once unquestioned authority of the parents
must gradually give way to a rational, flexible authority as the child
%
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approaches and enters the teenage years.
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In order to understand the current study, one must recognize
the demands the child places on the family at adolescence.

Minuchin

(1974) suggests the autonomy demands of the adolescent will be achieved
in most cases by attacking and rejecting the parents and their author
ity.

It is often difficult for the parents to cope with the pressure

since the stress of the adolescent’s individuation process can create
pressure within the Spouse subsystem.

The family faces a difficult

task because it must learn to cope with this stress in a manner which
maintains the integrity of the family as a whole as well as the indi
vidual subsystems within the family.
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The third subsystem Minuchin has identified within the family
is the Sibling subsystem.

This subsystem develops around the children

within the family, and functions as a kind of social laboratory for the
young children.

In this subsystem, the children first begin experiment

ing with making friends, scapegoating, cooperation and competition.

When

the child eventually begins to have contact with the world outside the
family, he/she takes along the behaviors learned in this subsystem.

If

the family has functioned in an effective manner and has transmitted the
cultural norms to the child, the first contact the child has with the
environment will be rewarding and pleasant.

On the other hand, if the

family has developed idiosyncratic or ineffective ways of interacting,
the boundaries between the family and the extrafamilial world may become
"
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extremely rigid for the child.

If this occurs, the child may have dif-

ficulty entering extra-family interactions and will avoid such contacts
J-’;
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becoming increasingly dependent upon the family.
■■,
Boundaries in Family Systems
An important aspect of the systems theory of families is the
concept of boundaries.

As noted earlier, Minuchin suggests that a

family must construct boundaries around itself arid around the various
subsystems within the family in order to function productively.

For

Minuchin, boundaries within a family are synonymous with the author
ity and responsibility a subsystem assumes which differentiates it
from other subsystems.

For example, it would be inappropriate for

the children to assume the responsibility for a family’s finances.
Therefore, one of the factors which helps define the boundaries of
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the parent subsystem might be the keeping of family financial obligat ions.
If a family has poorly defined boundaries, confusion concern
ing the responsibilities and expectations of a family member or family
subsystem will arise.
daries "enmeshed."

Minuchin has labeled a family with unclear boun

The result of living in an enmesbed family environ

ment is a severe handicapping of family members because these family
members develop a heightened sense of belonging to the family.

This

yields a loss of autonomy by individual family members, and discour
ages the exploration and normal mastery of problems in the environment
outside of the family.
At the other extreme, a family system can develop boundaries
„
y'
7V
which are extremely rigid and inflexible. When this happens, family
i
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j.
members are denied access to members of other subsystems and become
isolated and frustrated.

For example, often a rigid boundary develops

lMWk

between the family and children in a family, with little or no contact
'
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occurring between them.

The result is little emotional involvement

and a cold, distant relationship.

This distancing of family meml:

which Minucuxn has labeled "disengaged," is a handicap in that an
exaggerated sense of independence develops and the capacity for loy
alty and emotional commitment are undeveloped.

Further, members of

disengaged families often do not develop the skill to seek help and
support from others when needed.

Figure 1 shows graphically the

family boundaries suggested by Minuchin (1974, p. 54).

While all

families show some enmeshed and some disengaged behaviors, pathologi
cal familes have an inordinate amount of behaviors at one extreme or

DISENGAGED

CLEAR BOUNDARIES

(inappropriately
rigid boundaries)

(normal range)

Fig, 1.

ENMESHED
(diffuse
boundaries)

Minuchin's Types of Family Boundaries.

the other of the continuum and can be expected to face various develop
mental stages in a manner which is characteristic of the boundaries
0 '
developed in previous situations*

Family Adaptation
There are three sources of pressure which a family may encounter in its lifetime.

The first source is internal, and arises from the

M S m # * '* developmental
changes of the various family members and the demands for
'"'>V£».» 4%*
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accommodation this places on family members. Examples might include the
lift
stress that maturing adolescents place on the family or the stress that

arises when one of the parents experiences menopause or mid-life crisis,
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The second source of stress Minuchin has identified has an exteri1"1 source and c©

fait by one or all of the family members.

External

stress can lead to continuing family arguments and result in family mem
bers responding in inappropriate ways in family interactions.

Arguments

which seem to go on and on for days with no resolution or family members
flying into a rage over a tiny transgression might result from the exter
nal stress.

Problems which result from poverty or the stress placed on

minority families by racial discrimination are examples of sources of
external stressors.
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The third source of stress to which a family may be forced to
adjust is the idiosyncratic stress which occurs in a relatively few
families.

A family undergoes considerable strain with the birth and

development of a retarded child or a physically handicapped child.
Similarly, when a family member is severely or chronically ill, the
tensions the family experiences would be considered idiosyncratic
stressors.
Each of these situations illustrate ways the family must adapt
to meet the demand of the situation in order to maintain its integrity
as a family.

In the adaptation process a large burden is often placed

on one or more of the family members.
:* '4-'| %

Perhaps the family will define

a family member as a scapegoat, resulting in the stunting or frustration
■
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■
of the scapegoated individual within the family. For example, alcoholic
families often use the alcoholic member
problems in the family.

eu

the scapegoat for all the

During periods of heightened tension, the

boundaries that a family- has established will be an important determinant of the manner in which the family responds and adapts.
M t

In summary, the family as seen by Minuchin is characterized by
three facets.

First, it is transforming and adapting to events and

c. uges, both within unu external to the family as time passes.
ondly, all families have structures.

Sec

This structure functions as a

means of facilitating the social and psychological growth of family
members.

Finally, a family adapts

the family’s continuity.

stress in ways which preserve

21

Special Considerations of Adolescence
and Early Adulthood
Since this study concerns itself with college student's reactions
to college as a result of family structure, the special problems of
adolescence need extra consideration.

While there are no clear age

limits on this period of life, for purposes of consideration is it
assumed here that adolescence is the period when children start seek
ing autonomy and ends when the child starts his or her own family and/
or becomes independent of the family of origin.
Minuchin (1969) has suggested that one of the problems of west
ern society is that it does not offer a clearly differentiated role for
adolescents.

Some societies such as the Iraeli kibbutzim sanction spec-

ific roles for the adolescent.

As such, the transition between family

of origin and independence is clearly delineated and much less ambiguous.
However, Minuchin (1969) has noted that in our society when the
trd#
family releases its children, it releases them into inadequate support
systems, such as the university.

The adolescent is between the role of
•

child and adult, usually lacking the skill required of adulthood, yet
unable to function in the role of the child.

Further, Minuchin (1969)

has suggested that college students are pairuicuiarly prone to long
periods of stress due to the ill-defined status of this age period.
The reason that many college-age problems arise is precisely
that the individual is for the first time facing the height
ened anxiety caused by a definite break with his previous
systems of support and his entrance into a very new situa
tion which requires his coping autonomously. The adolescent
is alone. . . . (Minuchin 1969, p. 470).
Erik Erikson (1968) has also offered some useful observations about the
development of the child, particularly some of the stages which the
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child can be expected to go through in the growing up process.
the phases suggested by Eriksoti include;

Some of

(1) Acquiring a sense of basic

trust while overcoming a sense of guilt, (2) Acquiring a sense of initia
tive and overcoming a sense of inadequacy, (3) Acquiring a sense of
industry and fending off a sense of inferiority, and at adolescence,
(4) Acquiring a sense of identity while overcoming a sense of identity
diffusion.
The adolescent, particularly the post-high school adolescent,
I
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must, in Erikson's view, pass through the fourth phase successfully in
order to develop his/her adult personality. This final stage in the
;
child's development is crucial, in Erikson's opinion, in understanding
“'i; y j$
the college student. In this phase the adolescent begins making such
.
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adult decisions as choice of vocation and deciding upon a marriage part:■ .
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of the child as an adult.

One of Erikson's favorite quotations best characterizes this
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phase of development in the life cycle of the child:
■ v.

"I ain't what I

■

ought to be, I ain’t whac I'm going to be, but I ain't what I was"
(Waterman and Waterman 1970).

Often, it seems the college environment

shields the adolescent from making some of the decisions of adulthood
and in effect prolongs adolescence.

In Erikson's opinion, family expe

riences will determine how the student faces adulthood.
In summary, the research to date with respect to the impact of
families upon college students is largely unclear.

Many of the

researchers base conclusions on clinical observations or explanations
which are psychoanalytic in nature.

The study of satisfaction with col

lege has been piecemeal in nature and for the most part not consistent.
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The study which follows was an attempt to begin understanding
the impact of family environment on college students by investigating
the impact of family background on self-reports of satisfaction with
college.

To understand this relationship, preliminary efforts at

development of a testing instrument for categorizing family structure
within the Minuchin paradigm were undertaken.

Following this, the

results from a survey of college satisfaction are compared to deter
mine if a relationship between family structure and college satisfac
tion could be described.

CHAPTER III

METHOD

The method for this study consisted of two parts:

(1) the con

struction and validation of test items which measure family environment
within the Minuchln theoretical framework of family systems, and (2) com
parison of test results obtained from a measure of college satisfaction
with measures of family environment.

vXa^ ‘

tion of a Family Environment Scale

The construction of a scale can be accomplished in numerous ways
' U-i!
i
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depending upon the goals and theoretical orientation of the test devel■■ .'Sag*,:ii*.
. ••• •,
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In this study, two principles of test construction, as noted by
fS
Jackson (1967), were used as the basis for the construction of the Family Environment scale

The first principle was that an explicit theo-

retically based definition of the traits to be measured is essential to
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measurement. In this study, the traits to be measured were the Enmeshed
and Disengaged family behaviors reported by college students.

These

traits were defined in Minuchin’s (1970) theory of family functioning
and were discussed in this study’s review of literature.
The second principle Jackson suggested is that: careful empirical
selection of items for homogeneity contributes to refined measurement.
Careful selection of item® for inclusion in the Enmeshed and Disengaged
scales was seen as necessary for the construction of scales useful with
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a college population.

Observing these two principles , the development

of the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales was undertaken.
The Family Environment Scale was developed by

reviewing the

works of Minuchin and selecting descriptors of various family charac
teristics which were given as examples illustrating various family
qualities.

These descriptors appeared both in case studies and in

illustrations presented by Minuchin and others in the literature on
structural family theory.

A goal in construction of the instrument

was to achieve two scales of reasonable length.

These scales were to

be indicators of the degree of enmeshed and disengaged patterns of
behavior in a respondent's family or origin.
s..
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An effort was made to
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arrive at approximately twenty items from both the enmeshed amt dis
engaged patterns, which would be presented in a true-false format.
This number was

because it was judged to be a manageable num' v4r.-.,fcj i
;? .V ‘

ber for research purposes and was judged by the author to be a good
sample of the dosaain representing Hinuchin’s theory.
Once the literature search was complete, and the items were
iK
compiled, all items were subjected to a pilot study to ensure that
the items were clearly worded and plausible for use with an experimental population of college subjects.

After the author's pilot study

was completed, items the author judged inappropriate or which subjects
indicated were awkward, poorly worded or unclear, were either revised
or eliminated.

The resulting pool of family environment items con

sisted of 22 items on the Enmeshed scale and 21 items on the Disengaged
scale.
As a means of assessing concurrent validity of the newly
selected Family Environment items, the Family Relations subscale of

the Minnesota Counseling Inventory was selected to be part oi the
experimental administration of the Disengaged and Enmeshed scales.
This scale consists of 36 true-false items, wi ich are designed to mea
sure the degrees of family disharmony.

By simultaneously administer

ing both sets of items, compj.risons could be made between the Minne
sota Counseling Inventory scale and the new scales.

Comparison of the

items from the two scales provided an index of validity for the new
scales.

The A3 Enmeshed and Disengaged items and the 36 items from

the Minnesota Counseling Inventory were randomized and compiled as
the Home and Family Survey (see appendix A ) .
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of College Satisfaction

Degree of satisfaction with college was measured using a modi*f
i1
' . .
fied version of the Hoppock Work Satisfaction Purvey (Hoppock 1935).
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In this study, the original Hoppock scale was modified in a manner

nhiw ri!
similar to previous research with college students (Berdie 1944). The
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College Satisfaction Blank consists of eight items (see appendix A ) .
* w fe\ > •*
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The first four are Likert-type items which ask students:
lit
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their feelings about college in general,
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(1) to rate

(2) the amount of time they

feel satisfied with college, (3) their feelings about continuing in
."P ;/
J\ '
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college, and (4) how they see themselves in comparison to other stu
dents in terms of satisfaction.

Item 5 asks students whether they are

more satisfied with educational activities or spare time activities,
Item 6, a yes/no item, asks students if they have seriously considered
quitting school.

Item 7 asks students whether their responses on the

survey represent how they usually feel, and Item 8 asks students to
list their major area of study.
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The first four items comprise the major measure of collegesatisfaction, in this study.

Each item is scored from 1 to 7.

Ques

tions 1 and 3 are scored such that choosing alternative 1 yields a
score of 1, choosing item 2 yields a score of 2 and so forth.

Ques

tions 2 and 4 were scored in a similar manner except that the order
of scoring was reversed.

Thus if a student chose response option 1,

he,/she received a score of 7, if option 2 were selected a score of 6,
and so forth.

This method of scoring was done such that the higher a

student’s score, the greater the expressed degree of satisfaction
college.

with

Finally, a total satisfaction score was obtained by summing

the respective scores on Questions 1 through 4 of the College Satisfac
tion Blank.

l.M

Subjects

H.

Students enrolled in introductory level courses during the sumI
A?
mer session at the University of North Dakota psychology department were
4
used as research subjects. Ninety-six students were administered the
.
■
'
,
College Student Survey as it appears in appendix A.

Seventy-one females

ar.u twenty-five males, ranging in age from 18 to 43 (X=22.7) comprised
the subject pool.

The age distribution of the subject pool was:

18 to

23 years, 69% (n=66); 24 to 30 years, 22% (n-21); and 31 to 43 years,
9% (n=9).

Procedure
All subjects were given the College School Survey during a regu
lar class period.
cox:venience.

Students were allowed to complete the survey at their

No time limit was imposed for the return of the completed
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questionnaire, although all subjects returned the completed forms within
one week.

No special instructions were given to subjects at the time

of distribution of the forms since directions for each section were
clearly printed on the appropriate page of the questionnaire booklet.
Once students had completed the survey, the following data were
obtained for each subject from the questionnaire:
1.

age of subject,

2.

sex of subject,

3.

class rank (e.g., freshman, sophomore),

4.

marital status of subject,

5.

status of subject's parents (e.g., married, divorced),

_
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score on the Enmeshed scale*

of the Minnesota

Satisfaction Blank,
for each student from the
Satisfaction Blank, and

■&

$

■
Analysis of the Data

The following statistical procedures were employed in the study.
A brief explanation for each is offered.
A.

The Alpha coefficient was taken as a measure of the homo

geneity of the item pools on both the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales
(Anastasi 1976).

Alpha coefficients were calculated after administra

tion of the Home and Family Survey, and the Alpha obtained was viewed
as a statistical index of homogeneity of the scales.

In addition,
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interitem correlations were calculated for items on the revised version
of the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales to observe relationships between
items on the respective scales.
B.

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were calculated to test

for the relationships among the Family Relations subscale of the Minne
sota Counseling Inventory, the Enmeshed scale, the Disengaged scale, and
College Satisfaction Blank total score,
C.

Students were divided into groups based upon the major field

of study indicated on Item 8 of the College Satisfaction Blank.

These

subdivisions were chosen because they appeared to be a logical means of
grouping the subjects used in this study.
...*y...
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-religion, speech, music and foreign languages
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mathematics, engineering and

, communication disorders,
gy, social work, journalparks and recreation.
4.

Business— masters of business administration, accounting,
public relations, advertising, banking

5.

Health Occupations— occupational therapy, physical therapy,
nursing, dietetics

""jit.ihii ii lua.mu

w

_

_

.

_

Education— elementary education, secondary education and
other education fields
7.

Undecided and Other
*-.. 4 i y \ j' T £ ■■
■■*
These groups were then used in the multiple regression analysis as pre
dictors of the total satisfaction score on the College Satisfaction Blank
ify
along with the other variables obtained on the College Student Survey,
L.

The relationship between family variables and self-reports

of satisfaction with college was assessed using a multiple regression
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analysis (Williams 1974).

Scores on the Enmeshed scale, Disengaged

scale, Family Relations subscale of the Minnesota Counseling

Inventory

as well as the variables obtained from the personal data section of
the College Student Survey were used as predictors of total satisfac
tion scores on the College Satisfaction Blank, which was the criterion.
The results of the statistical analysis of the data follow in
chapter IV.

Each hypothesis is presented individually with appropriate

statistical applications following the presentation of the hypothesis.
In this study, the alpha level was set at .05.

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The results of the study are presented in the order of the
hypotheses that appear at the end of chapter I.
The first hypothesis is:

The family distinctions proposed by

Minuchin in describing the Enmeshed and Disengaged transactional styles
of families in clinical populations are applicable in describing families
of college students.

The results of this study suggested that the

* mmf t u
'sEnmeshed and Disengaged scales, which are comprised of family descriptors suggested by Minuchin from observing a clinical population, are
useful indicators of family relations. The analysis of the data shows
’'-vs..Jte?Wrt
■K
that both the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales correlate positively with
j rm i i
the Family Relations Scale of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory.
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Since

'■Jci '■

the Family Relations Scale is a measure of the degree of family dishar
mony, these results suggest

that the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales also

measure family disharmony, to some degree, in the manner defined by the
Minnesota Counseling Inventory subscale.

Tables 1 and 2 list the corre

lations obtained in the analysis of the Home and Family Survey between
the Enmeshed, Disengaged and Family Relations scales and the Total
Satisfaction score on the College Satisfaction Blank.
As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2, the correlations between the
Family Relations scale and the Disengaged scale (initial r = .745,
revision r = .388), and the Family Relations scale and the Enmeshed
31
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TABLE 1
PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE THREE FAMILY
ENVIRONMENT SUBSCALES OF THE ROME AND FAMILY SURVEY AND THE
TOTAL SATISFACTION SCORE OF THE COLLEGE SATISFACTION BLANK:
INITIAL SCALE ITEMS

Enmeshed
Scale

Scale

Enmeshed
Scale

1.000

Disengaged
Scale

Disengaged
Scale

Family
Relations
Scale

.390

.566

-.255

1.000

.745

-.145

1.000

-.082

Family
Relations
Scale
Total
Satisfaction
Score
>«:"A A 5.■-•'

1.000
0 ' ■
----------------— ---------- — ---------

m
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Total
Satisfaction
Scale

M e
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TABLE 2

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE THREE FAMILY
ENVIRONMENT SUBSCALES OF THE HOME AND FAMILY SURVEY AND THE
TOTAL SATISFACTION SCORE OF THE COLLEGE SATISFACTION BLANK:
REVISION SoALE ITEMS
— *===— =— ------**' p &" j
.Enmeshed
Scale
Scale
- ‘
f xfj*'
"*& #. !
Enmeshed
1.000
Scale
Disengaged
Scale
Family
Relations
Scale
Total
Score

Disengaged
Scale

Family
Relations
Scale

Total
Satisfaction
Scale

.520

.200

.009

1.000

.383

.028

1.000

-.082

1.000
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scale (initial r = .566, revision r «* ,200) is moderately high and posi
tive.

These results indicate that subjects' responses are similar in

nature and direction on the new scales and on the Family Relations scale.
These correlations could be viewed as a preliminary indication that the
newly developed Enmeshed and Disengaged scales have some degree of con
current validity.

These tables also indicate the very low correlation

among the total Satisfaction Scores from the College Satisfaction Blank
and the Enmeshed, Disengaged and Family Relations Scales.

In each case,

the correlations suggest no relationship among the three Family Environ
ment subscales with the College Satisfaction Score.
Tables 3 and 4 show the results of item analyses for the initial
S-fjfa
'
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Enmeshed and Disengaged scales, respectively.

As these tables show, the

point biserial correlation coefficients between an individual item and
,

'

total scale score are relatively low when all items are included in the
analysis (initial r ’s).

•x

In an attempt to improve these correlations,

items were eliminated from the scales.
Items were first eliminated
i, :■
.if* % £ ': :
•v*:..
from the pool if they correlated negatively with the other items.
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After the second analysis, which was done without those items which
had negative correlations in the previous analysis, items were elim
inated from the pool if the new correlations were less than .200
(revised r's).

As the tables show, when the items were reanalyzed,

the correlations increased for all but two items of the Enmeshed
scale and for all of the. items on the Disengaged scale.

After elim

inating items that were negatively correlated or did not have a
revised r of .20, the Enmeshed scale consisted of 12 items and the
Disengaged scale consisted of 10 items.

In addition to the improved

correlations for all but two of the 22 final items, the alpha

TABLE 3
* 1

ITEMS ON THE ENMESHED SCALE OF THE HOME AND FAMILY SURVEY AND CORRESPONDING POINT
BISERIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR INITIAL AND REVISION ANALYSES

=====
Item

Part A:

"£
Enmeshed Scale ’
—

.........................

Initial
r

■.

Revision
r

—

35.

My parents will have (or did have) a difficult time letting me get
married.
(True)
^
’■* ■ ■s&m
...'t..

.364

.358

69.

When ray father and mother are angry with one another, they will
often take it out on me.
(True)

.335

.391

21 ,

I often felt I was in the middle of my parent's quarrels.

.290

.314

18.

m
When my parents were arguing, I would often be drawn into the argument
and asked to side with one parent against the other.
(True)

.287

.249

(True)

47.

My parents simply can't accept the fact that I am growing up and should
be treated like an adult.
(True)

.268

.445

59

When my parents are having a fight,

,249

.289

23

When I was a teenager, my parents continued to treat me as though I
were still a child.
(True)

.243

.308

46.

When my parents argued, the tension between them would have an effect
on me.
(True)

.215

.288

15.

Sometimes one of my parents would encourage me to disobey the other
parent.
(True)

.191

.233

58.

I usually feel that my parents are dissatisfied with me.

.183

.259

I feel very uncomfortable.

(True)

(True)

TABLE 3— Continued
.

VItem

Part A:

Enmeshed Scale Items
'

i.

*

- tr

,

-■

Initial
r

Revision
r

39.

■
When things would go wrong, my mother would usually blame it on the
children.
(True)

.166

.262

13.

It seems like my parents were always ''checking up" on me.

(True)

.165

.332

32.

If things would go wrong, my father would usually blame it on the
children.
(True)

*.028

20.

It has been easy for me to free myself from my pare.ts' influence
on me.
(True)

-.032

In general, I enjoy myself more whet. I am with my family than when
I am away.
(True)

-.073

40.

I rarely feel I have let my parents down.

-.095

34.

My parents are rarely involved in matters concerning me.

26.

My parents rarely try to tell me what I should be interested in
or what I should do,
(False)

Part B:

1.

Part C;
7.

Items eliminated after the first item analysis

(False)
(False)

-.189
-.286

Items eliminated after the second item analysis

I often hesitate to express my opinion about things unless I first stop
to consider what effect my opinion will have on other members in the
family,
(True)

.141

.134

■' ■.•'
■ ■/ .v .■■
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r;'?V:-Vfe
■:
0

\

25.

19.

22.

6.

-.

iMS?8
;_,
-*
r

:, «;■'•■.-■ '
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■ .'
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1 have often felt
to express my opinions about 1
'-•-V'^V5'*vVfS;S;;
pg|:7$*%
*§£*
rimrrjmn
I have often resented the fact that one of my older brothers/
sisters treated me like I was their child.
(True)
iiw;.}?.:

W>
0%

When my parents are having a fight, I feel that 1 need to smooth
... ■S■siS: Itf-M
\W
things over between them.
(True) ■"
Almost everyone in my family seems to know what everyone else was
doing all the time.
(True)

.041

.16S

_

NOTE:
Items were eliminated after the initial analysis if the r was negative.
Items were
eliminated after the revision analysis if the r in the second analysis was less than .20.

TABLE 4
ITEMS ON THE DISENGAGED SCALE OF THE53HOME
h * e AND FAMILY SURVEY AND CORRESPONDING POINT
BISERIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR INITIAL AND REVISION ANALYSES
_

Item

49.

Part A:
™ A

_

.

_

_

_

_

Initial
r

Disengaged Scale Items
'‘A*- 7W•„'
'« .

Revision
r

j

When I was growing up, my family seldom did anything as a group; everyone
seemed to go in their own direction.
(True)
,,J- "-•■W
My parents were often so angry with each other that they wouldn’t speak
for days at a time.
(True)

.354

.594

.237

.369

.208

.339

.207

.379

.176

.455

.153

.550

’
JVC?

33.

■
I think my parents regretted getting married.
.

48.
3.

63.

'*

(True)

I have often envired the closeness that other families seemed to have.
(True)
•
'( •
P: }
I often feel that I don’t get the love I need from my parents.

(True)

2.

Many times I. have felt that my father was cold and aloof.

9.

It is difficult for me to ask members of my family for help when I am
in trouble.
(True)

.147

.290

10.

I sometimes felt that there were two camps in my family— my mother and
the children in one camp, and my father in the other.
(True)

.108

.391

56,

My parents didn't seem to communicate very well with each other.

.018

.288

70.

My mother rarely showed love for me.

,099

.2 76

(True)

(True)

(True)

TABLE 4— Continued

Initial
r

■

analys

Part B:

36.

(False)

My father generally
v

-------- —

—

;;

Revision
r

253

-

.256

(False)

8.

My parents openly

50.

I have never fc.lt

-.270

66.

My father rarely

-.325

31.

I usually felt I had

52.

My parents usually se

-.330

(False)
v were together.

(False)

-.392

V’
'
Part C :
51.

16.

38.
41.

Items

, - Life ***■"■
Many times I have
brothers and/or sisters

item analysis
.

parent to my younger

When there were arguments ir> my family, one family member would ask to
act as a go between and give messages to other family members who were
not on speaking terms.
(True)
'
-jpS"•
\ :' i
My parents would often make rules but enforced them poorly.
(True)
My father was usually the "law” in my family, and many times would be
asked by my mother to put me in line.
(True)

.161

102

.07 6

038

.108

.181

.005

-.050

NOTE:
Items were eliminated after the initial analysis if the r was negative.
Items were
eliminated after the revision analysis if the r in the second analysis was less than .20.
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coefficients improved substantially.

These coefficients, which reflect

the statistical homogeneity of the item pool, increased from .387 to
.664 for the Enmeshed scale and from an initial correlation of -.009 to
.678 for the Disengaged scale.
Table 5 shows the means, medians, modes, standard deviations and
ranges obtained for the three subscales of the Home and Family Survey
for both the initial and revision analyses.

As Table 5 indicates, the

TABLE 5
MEANS, MEDIANS, MODES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGES OBTAINED ON
THE INITIAL AND REVISION ANALYSES OF THE ENMESHED, DISENGAGED
AND FAMILY RELATIONS SCALES OF THE HOME AND FAMILY SURVEY
iff:
Scale

•
> ..
-y

Enmeshed

dtri "■

.

m

» te i

■*
f-•f)

famg

*Disengaged
ed

- ,■•
:k.'■
■v“
r#fe;
>
y

Initial Analysis
(n«43)

Revision Analysis
(n“22)
mean
median
mode

as

SD

sat

mean
median
mode
SD
range

ss

SS

0-19

range

mean
median
mode
range

«

6.39
5.44
7.00
1-17

mean
median
mode
range

mean
median
mode
SD
range

as

m

7.17
6.85
7.00

ss

3 .2 2

ss

sat
XX

ss

3.66
3.36
3.00
2.16
0-11

V i

Family Relations

as
as
o

as
ss
as
ss

■SS
•*
=

»

2.58
1.95
0.00
0-1.1

11.85
10.00
1 1 .0 0

6.11
1-28

NOTE: Revision analysis data for the Family Relations scale does
not appear since no revision of this scale was necessary.

range of scores on the Enmeshed scale for the first analysis was 0 to 19
with a mean of 7.17 and a standard deviation of 3.22.

After the revision

analysis, the Enmeshed scale had a range of 0 to 11, a mean of 3.66, and
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a standard deviation of 2.16.

For the Disengaged scale, the range was

1 to 17; a mean of 6.39; and a standard deviation of 3.58 for the ini
tial analysis.

With the revision analysis, the Disengaged scale had a

range ot from 0 to 9; a mean of 2.58; and a standard deviation of 2.43.
On the Family Relations scale, the range was from 1 to 28; the mean was
11.35; and the standard deviation was 6.11.

Finally, the total Satisfac

tion score on the College Satisfaction Blank had a mean of 20.00; a stan
dard deviation of 2.46; and a range from 4 to 26.
The results of the scale revision suggest that by eliminating the
items from the original item pool, the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales
become very limited in scope.

As the means, medians and modes for the

Disengaged and Enmeshed scales show, the revision of these scales has
• f'\ . ' v
» •••’•' 'v•' '
..
' V ■//.
V " . Wjk
l ‘ *
resulted in a very skewed distribution of scores.
It is particularly
■

important to note that the modal score for the revised version of the
. .

•

Disengaged scale has changed from 5 to 0.
■

This would appear to indicate

J&Mki

that by removing the items to improve the homogeneity of the scale, the
result was a substantial decrease in the ability of the Disengaged scale

xr

to obtain a useful distribution of scores for students.
*•
Finally, an intercorrelation of items on the Enmeshed
gaged scales was performed (see appendix B).

nd Disen-

The intercorrelations sug

gest that most of the items from these scales are independent of each
other with the exception of item number 33 of the Disengaged scale.
This item, "My parents were often so angry with each other that they
wouldn't speak for days at a time," seemed to correlate highly with
several of the items on the Enmeshed scale.

While the reasons for this

are not clear from this analysis, it would seem that this item may not
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be

appropriate for inclusion in the Disengaged scale

apparent similarity to items on Che Enmeshed

because of

its

scale.

Satisfaction with College and Family Background
The second hypothesis examined is:

For college students, there

will be no linear ’relationship between total score on the College Satisfaction Blank and the following nine predictors:

(1) score on the

Enmeshed scale, (2) score on the Disengaged scale, (3) score on the
Family Relations subscale of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory,
age, (5) sex,

(6 )

(4)

status of parents (e.g., married, divorced, separated,

(7) class ranking, (8) marital status, and (9) academic major.
■*,''■
■?■
■
■
’■
■
■
'
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Statistical analysis for this question was accomplished using stepwise

etc.),

,y v-
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r.j ■;jV”-

forward multiple regression analysis.

Using variables number 1 through

rJEWS
•,•
.'v.
V;. .
9 as predictors of the criterion, total satisfaction scores on the Col*
lege Sat.
,■..p?|L.K
obtained.
: i w " '
H i
;Jptpk
.m i’

, a multiple R of 0.432 and an R*- of 0.187 was

:f m m

s the summary data for this procedure.
' ' V « J ? , •’

With

TABLE 6

■•Mk

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCORES ON
THE ENMESHED, DISENGAGED AND FAMILY RELATIONS SCALES, AGE, SEX,
STATUS OF PARENT'S, ACADEMIC MAJOR, MARITAL STATUS, CLASS
RANK AND SCORES ON THE COLLEGE SATISFACTION BLANK

Source

SS

Regression

107.684

Residual

468.31

*p <.05

MS

F

9

11.96

2.19*

86

5.45

df

42
9 and 86 degrees of freedom, the obtained £ of 2.197 is significant at
J>. <.05.

The results of this analysis therefore do not support hypoth

esis number 2 that, there is no relationship between College Satisfaction
scores and the other variables obtained from the College Student Survey.
Stepwise forward regression analysis of the variables 1 through

9 was performed in order to assess the relative contribution each vari
able made in the original analysis.

Table 7 contains the results of the

stepwise forward regression procedure.

As table 7 suggests, the contribu

tion of the variables to the overall prediction of satisfaction with
S*' >

■

'i
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TABLE 7

STEPWISE FORWARD REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE PREDICTORS OF TOTAL
SCORE ON THE COLLEGE SATISFACTION BLANK
15
Step Number

1
2

\
> ' ■•"
Variable Entered

Academic Major
£.| JgjfiPf
r
Status of Parents

.<*S

R

R2

.300

.090

.375

.140

3

Age of Subject

.397

.158

4

Class Rank

.420

.176

5

Score on Family Relations

.427

.182

6

Marital Status

.431

.185

7

Sex

.431

.186

8

Score on Enmeshed Scale

.432

.187

9

Score on Disengaged Scale

.432

.187

college is largely accounted for in this analysis by the first three
variables.

It is particularly noteworthy here that the Enmeshed and

Disengaged scales as well as the scores on the Family Relations Scale.

A3
of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory account for essentially none of
the variance.

This suggests that based on the three measures of family

environment employed in this study, there is no discernible relation
ship between scores on these measures and satisfaction with college.
Since the stepwise procedure was used to inspect the data for
possible relationships between the variables on a post, hoc basis, the
interpretation should be viewed with caution.

This procedure showed,

however, that a moderate position correlation exists between the first
three variables in this study and the criterion, total satisfaction
score on the College Satisfaction Blank (R =» .40).

CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Since this is the first study done with college students using
the Minuchin family environment indicators, it is difficult to draw conelusions which are unequivocal,

However, Luere are some possibilities

suggested by the data from this study which are worth exploring.
•

if*;.

First, this study suggested that the Enmeshed and Disengaged
scales, drawn from Minuchin's descriptions based on a clinical populaX k .L
■
'
tion, may be used with a college student population. Although the scales
themselves neea further work, the responses obtained both in this study
and in the pilot study support the cautious use of the scales in further
research.

It also seems that with further development and refinement,
-ft .
...
•• p g \ ,
the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales could be of value in studying the
xrh'-*:'
p gt
|
r..J i 1 1
impact of family environment on college students. The fact that the
students responded in patterns generally consistent with Minuchin’s
theory support the assumption that the impact of family environment is
WM

measurable.

However, more research on the scales is necessary before

conclusions can be drawn about Minuchin’s theory as tested by the
Enmeshed and Disengaged scales.
The degree of correlation between both the first and the revised
Enmeshed and Disengaged scales and the Family Relations scale of the
Minnesota Counseling Inventory support Minuchin’s position about the
lasting impact of family environment in so far as the students in this
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study are concerned.

Although the score distribution on the two revised

scales are sharply skewed and make conclusions difficult, it is inter
esting that the description of a Disengaged family unit described by
Minuchin matches very closely the description of a family from which a
high scorer on the Family Relations would emerge.

The results showed

that the Family Relations and Disengaged scales correlate highly even
though the items are from different item pools and theoretical frame
works.

In addition, validation by an existing instrument is important

in showing the directions in which research with new theoretical con
structs should proceed by providing a point of reference with an instrument which is already accepted as valid.
Third, the item analysis of the item pools of the Enmeshed and
Disengaged scales have shown the scales to be homogeneous and to have
high alpha coefficients.

The item intercorrelations between the Enmeshed

and Disengaged scales showed two relatively independent scales.
■

This

finding strengthens the theoretical basis of Minuchin*s theory that
postulates enmeshed and disengaged family behavior patterns,

Future

researchers might explore the relationship between family environment
and other variables with confidence in the theoretical basis of the
Minuchin construct, particularly when the scales have been further
refined.
Fourth, no significant relationship was found between family
environment and satisfaction with college, contrary to the contentions
of Beaven (1949), Wedge (1958) and Neugeboren (1958).

While a signifi

cant F value was obtained in the multiple regression analysis of the
data from the College Student Survey, only a small fraction of the vari
ance was attributable to scores on the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales.

The regression analysis also showed negligible variance accounted for
by the Family Relations scale,
for these findings.

There are several possible, explanations

Since this study used a normal college population

as research subjects, the lack of measured relationship may be because
there is no relationship between family background and college satisfac
tion in normal college students.

If this is the case, future research

might explore whether this relationship is demonstrated within a popula
tion identified as experiencing difficulties in college.

The lack of

demonstrated relationship between these scales and satisfaction with
college could also be due to the lack of refinement of the scales.

The

argument could be made that no relationship was found between family
background and satisfaction with college because the Hop; ock. measure
is not a sensitive measure for assessing college satisfaction.
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- „r

well be that college satisfaction is difficult to assess by a global
r
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measure due to the number of factors which seem to contribute to the
subjective experience of satisfaction.

This problem has been discussed

by Waterman and Waterman (1970) as well as other researchers.

But while

the research done by Berdie (1944) with the Hoppock scale, upon which
this study was based, may not be the best possible research in the area
of college satisfaction, it continues to be the most easily analyzed
statistically and Is parsimonious in its approach to exploring satis
faction.

It would seem therefore, that looking at a wider range of

variables would only serve to make the investigation of college satis
faction as a concept more complex.
Two problems need further research to clarify the results of the
study-.

Since the hypothesis of a relationship between family environ

ment and college satisfaction is based on the parental family and the

items from all three scales are phrased

to

apply to the adolescent who

is still a part of the parental family unit, the results of this study
may be confounded by the inclusion of older subjects who may themselves
be parents and no longer closely associated with the parental unit.
Further study also should be given to the substantial negative
correlations of items which were eliminated from the Enmeshed and Dis
engaged scales.

Would another wording lead to a positive correlation?

Since most of the items were scored as false, is there a response set
operating?

Are these particular items evidence of aspects of Hinuchin’r;

constructs which actually do not fit?

Would another method of response

such as a Likert scale give more precise measure of the constructs?
■- :’
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The impact of this study would seem to depend upon several fac.
■■ J
,
.\£\t,
If the scales are valid indicators of family environment, they
■ ■■ . •
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tors.
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may be useful predictors of other aspects of student interaction within
the college setting.

For example, since students often experience
■y

stress in the college setting, refining means of predicting students’
■vgt-*
;•
responses to the stress of a new environment could be useful in help:

ing students cope with the pressures of college.

If Miauchin*s theory

is useful, as suggested here, family environment is a variable affect
ing how students experience the college environment after leaving the
home in which they have been raised.

It seems probable that understand

ing the impact of family environment might help in the selection of ways
of dealing with problems.

For example, it may be found that students

coming from enmeshed families perform better in college settings which
help them develop feelings of independence they did not acquire at home.
Or, perhaps a relationship may be found between family environment and
likelihood of a student's not completing college.

If such a relationshi

were found students could be helped to cope with pressures stemming from
their families, thereby preventing students from leaving college pre
maturely.

In any case, the clear description and assessment of family

backgrounds seems to be an important first step.
Based on the above four major conclusions, future research in
the area of family environment as it affects college students is needed.
First, obtaining a more representative sample of college students could
be helpful in further refinement of the Enmeshed and Disengage'^ scales.
Second, future researchers might consider using students who have left
college by dropping out.
-a?Sir s
-
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Some clues about college satisfaction and

V".;-')*.,

family variables might come from studying college dropouts since they
seem to be a group who experience high levels of dissatisfaction with
collage.

.• .i\
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Future research might also focus on students who have been iden|r«f
—
-.'.yj.
tified as coming from dysfunctional families and contrasting their
responses to the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales with responses obtained
from students reared in functional families.

These comparisons could

point out both similarities and differences between the group© which
’1
would help to further improve the Enmeshed and Disengaged scales.
This
kind

of

research would help clarify how family environment affects stu

dents coming from extremes in background and perhaps begin to answer the
questions which have been raised concerning the impact of families on
students.

APPENDIX A

CORRECTION
THIS DOCUMENT
HAS BEEN REPHOTOGRAPHED
TO ASSURE LEGIBILITY

APPENDIX A
COLLEGE STUDENT SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS;
The following questionnaire is In three parts.
Part I asks
for some general information about you and your family.
Please ans
wer all questions in the manner indicated. When you have finished
Part I, please turn the page and read the instructions for Parc II.

COLLEGE STUDENT SURVEY

1.

Age at last birthday

_____

2.

Sex

3.

Class rank (Circle one)

4.

Marital status (Circle one)

____ Male , ______ Female
FR. SOPH. JR. SR. OTHER
SINGLE

MARRIED

Status of parents (Check all that'apply)
-1 •
f 'i '
" ^
jt," -,
.
•V’n‘
1
:J -Me. ' i
1
S
Married

DIVORCED

5.

•nm M iM
_ _ _ _ _
i

f

sm

*

y
yif

sjMMP

Divorced
,

__ .__.Separated
i<$P$.L
.Mother deceased
■

*

::n

R

i)

rye;....

_____ Father deceased
One or both parent remarried

Jyl

■..•

INSTRUCTIONS:

The items in Part II are questions concerning v.vur feelings
about attending college.
Please answer each item in the manner
indicated.
After completing Part II, turn the page and read the instructions for Part III.

PART II
COLLEGE SATISFACTION BLANK
I.

Choose the ONE of the following which bes t tells how
you like college.
Place a check mark. ( ) in front of
that, statement.
_1.

ijgssm';

'

9%i

I hate it.

2.

I dislike it.

3.

I don’t like it,

A.

I am indifferent to it.

5.

T. like it.

6.

I. am enthusiastic about it.

M

.f>H0 ?&i

-

"

•

7.

—

.

II.

■■

.

I love it.
.

■

:

Check one of the following to show HOW MU C.H OF THE TIME
you feel satisfied with college.
_1.

All of the time.

__2.

Most of the time.

_3.

A good deal of the time.

__4.

About half of the time.

___5.

Occasionally.

6.

Seldom.

7.

Never.

III.

Check the ONE of the following which best tells how you
feel about Continuing in college.
I would quit college at once
1 would go to almost any other college in which
1 could study what 1 am now studying.

_2.

3.

I would like to change both mv college and my
major.

_4,

I would like to change my present major to a
major which is similar.
am not eager to change my present major.
However, I would change if doing so would mean
I would be better satisfied with college.

5.

1

_6.

I cannot think of any major for which I would
exchange m i n e .

1.

IV.
r~--

I would not exchange my major for any ocher.

i: I g
. 1
Check one of the following to show how you think you compare
..■with
M H M | otb
. I-r students of your acquaintance.

W i l■ l
. ■.MfA...'

s

t
_1.

t
B
I
P
P
"■
None likes college better than I do,
‘

-

AS

—

•H - .

2.

I like college much better than most student S 4

3.

1 like college better than most students.

&fe
_4.

T
_5.

I like college about as well as most students do,

. AP " '

W S',

!

»

I dislike college more than most students.

6.
I dislike college much more than most students.
p i 5''•
. | ■"
7. Few, if any, students dislike college as much as
I do.

V.

Which gives you more satisfaction?

(Check one)

__ ___ 1.

Educational activities.

_____ 2.

The things you do in your spare time.
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VI. Have you everthoughtseriously

VII.

_____ 1.

Yes.

_____ 2.

No.

aboutquittingschool?

Are your feelings today a trueindication
usually feel about college?
1.

Yes.

of how

you

FAR'!'

I1L

INSTRUCTIONS:
On the following pages are a series of statements followed bv
'1 for True and F for False. Read each statement and decide if the
statement is true or mostly true as it applies to you and if so,
blacken the space indicated on the answer sheet for True.
If the state
ment is false or mostly false as it applies to you, blacken the space
indicated on the answer sheet for False.
The answer sheet for Part III appears as the last page in the
booklet. The answer sheet may be removed for easier marking BUT BOTH
THE ANSWER SHEET AND THE TEST BOOKLET MUST BE RETURNED WHEN YOU ARE
FINISHED.

Work as quickly as you can.
any single item.

;W

•>- "
t%
■' m

Try not to spend too much time on

m

')t>
FART
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HOME AND FAMILY_SURVEY (Answer ail questions True or False cn Answet
Sheet).
I.

In general, I enjoy myself more when 1 am with my family than when
when I am away from them.

2.

Many times I have felt that my father was cold and aloof.

3.

I have often envied the closeness tha* other families seemeu to
have.

4.

I have often felt that neither of my parents understands me.

5.

At times I have felt that my friends have had happier home lives
than me.

6.

Almost everyone in my family seemed to know what everyone else was
doing all the time.

7.

I often hesitate to express my opinion about things unless I first
stop to consider what effect my opinion will have on other members
in the family.
■
-iv’
w
Am'-

8.
9.

li 'At

My parents openly discussed sexual matters with me.
H P
It is difficult for me to ask members of my family for help when I
am in trouble.
iv
■

-,,y.

10.

I sometimes felt that there were two camp3 in my family--ray mother
and the children in one camp, and my father in the other.

11.

I feel I owe my greatest obligation to my family.

12.

My parents seem too old-fashioned in their ideas.

13.

It seems like my parents were always "checking up" on me.

14.

I feel that my family obligations are a great handicap.

15.

Sometimes one of my parents would encourage m 2 to disobey the
other parent.

16.

When there were arguments in my family, one family member would
ask to act as a go between and give messages to other family
memhers who were not on speaking terms.

17.

My home is a very pleasant place.

18.

When my parents were arguing, I would ofttn be urawn into the
argument and asked to side with one parent against the other.

C O R R E C T IO N
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PART I I I

HOME AND FAMILY SURVEY (Answer all questions True or False on Answer

Sheet).
1.

In general, I enjoy myself more when I am with my family than when
when I am away from them.

2.

Many times I have felt that my father was cold and aloof.

3.

I have often envied the closeness that other families seemed to
have.
I have often felt that neither of my parents understands me.

o.

At times I have felt that my friends have had happier home lives
than me.

6,

Almost everyone in my family seemed to know what everyone else was
doing all the time.
‘ ‘''
.
j
’
4’
L
^
.
j
..r>;!
I often hesitate to express my opinion about things unless I first
stop to consider what effect my opinion will have on other member •
in the family.

*•
7.

‘

8.
•■

”,.c a 'v

A.

9.

My parents openly discussed sexual matters with me.
:
.
ok '’<.•’
if?
:
It is difficult for me to ask members of my family for help vnen 1
am in trouble.

10.

I sometimes felt that there were two camps in my family— my mother
and the children in one camp, and my father in the other

11.

I feel I owe my greatest obligation to my family.

12.

My parents seem too old-fashioned in their ideas.

13.

It seems like my parents were always "checking up" on me.

14.

I feel that my family obligations are a great handicap.

15.

Sometimes one of my parents would encourag
other parent.

16.

When there were arguments in my family, one family member would
ask to act as a go between and give messages to other family
members who were not on speaking ter s.

17.

My home is a very pleasant place.

18.

When my parents were arguing
would often be drawn into the
argument and asked to side
.h one parent against the other.

me to c .sobey the
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19.

I have often resented the fart: that one of ray older brothers/
sisters treated me like I was their child. (If Item do.es not
apply, pie ase omit.)

20.

It has been easy for me to free myself from my parent's influent*on roe,

21.

I often felt I was in the middle of my parent's quarrels.

22.

Mien my parents are having a fight, I feel that I need to smooth
things over between them.

23.

When I was a teenager, my parents continued to treat me. as though
I were still a child.

24.

Neither of my parents criticizes me unjustly.

25.

1 have often felt that my parents were too forceful in asking me
to express my opinions about things.

26.

My parents rarely try to tell me what I should b- interested in or
what I should do.

27.

My parents would keep faith in me even though I could not find
work
. .. .

'

28.

I have dis
the house

.

'

■

'

rents about the way in which

out

t his job, he would never t
got home.
i-o the kind of companions I go around
with
31.

1 usually felt I had the trust of my parents.

32.

If things would go wrong, my father would usually blame it on
the children.

33.

My parents were often so angry with each other that they wouldn’t
speak to each other for days at a time.

34.

My parents are rarely involved in matters concerning me.
generally leave :me to my own business.

35.

My parents will have (or did have) a difficult time letting me
get married.

36.

My father generally seemed to have enough time for me.

They

S8

37.

My parents have been unduly strict: with me.

38.

My parents would often make ru:es but enforced there poor)v.

39.

When things would go wrong, my mother would usually blame it on
the children.

40.

I rarely reel I have let roy parents down.

41.

My father was usually the "Law” in my family, and many times would
be asked by my mother to put me in line.

42.

My parents too often expect me to obey them, now that I

43.

I have disagreed with my parents about my choice of a life work,

44.

There has been a lack of real affection and love in my family

45.

The actions of one or the other of my parents have aroused great:
fear in me.

'-/r
•

... ■

’
*£&•

t fh ' l ;'

& . - P

g-Vy-"

am

grown up

£

■■

■*> ",

46.

When my parents argued, the tension between them would have an
effect
on me. . ■ •;
' «
•'* W
■ ,f .
\ f ..

47.

My parents simply can’t accept the fact that I am growing up and
should be treated like an adult.

48.

■.
I think my parents
A*'' ■.i

,y~

m-

getting married.
....

atnily seldom did anything as a group;
everyone seemed to go in their own direction.
I have never felt that my mother was cold and aloof
51.

Many times I have felt that I was almost like a parent to my
younger brothers and/or sisters.
(If item doesn't apply, omit.)

52..

My parents usually seemed to be happy when they were together.

53.

It is hard for me to keep a pleasant disposition at home.

54.

My parents expect too much from me.

55-

I become nervous when I’m at. home.

56.

My parents didn’t seem to communicate very well with each other.

57.

The members of my family are too curious about my personal affai rs .

58.

I usually feel that my parents are dissatisfied with me.

59.

When my parents are having a fight, I feel very uncomfortable.

Y)

bO. There have been family quarrels among my near
61. I have had a strong desire to run away

relatives.

from home.

62. Lack of money has tended to make home unhappy for me.
63. I often feel that 1 don't get the love I need from my
64.

My

65.

I have

66.

My father usually showed love for me.

67.

I

68.

Neither of my parents is easily irritated.

69,

When my father and mother are angry with one another,
often take it out on me.

70.

My mother rarely showed love for me,

71.

■ y
^ . , .
Neither of my parents finds fault with my conduct.

72.

parents and 1 live in different worlds,
concerned.

had to keep quiet or leave the house to

can trust

as

ideas

are

make peace at home

the people in my family.

they will

One or both of my
nv parents has certain personal habits w!
Ms.
irritate me.
. . . . .

73.

so far

parents.

,

Neither of my parents has insisted on obedience regardless
whether or not the request was reasonable.
''
v'
‘

oi

-

74.

Neither of my parents gets angry easily.

75.

One (or both) of my parents is very nervous.

76.

My parents fail to recognise chat i am a mature person and t
me as if I were still a child.

re.at

77.

4
.%
I have had a strong desire to run away from home.

78.

•j? V-yJ
'r'*W-'
1 find less understanding at home than elsewhere.

79.

I feel most contented at home.

S'

'-V

•
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ANSWER SHEET
T
l .

2 .

3.

4 .

5

6 .

7.

8.

9.

10.

1 1 .

1 2 .

1 3 .

1 4 .

15.

1 6 .

1 7 .

1 8 .

1 9 .

2 0 .

2 1 .

2 2 .

2 3 .

2 4 .

2 5 .

2 6 .

2 7 .

2 8 .

2 9 .

3 0 .

31.

t

.will

3 5 .
3 7 .

3 8 .

3 9 .

4 0 .

41.
4 3 .

■

>'

r fm a T M m -1

. k f t - 'S if e '- .

4 2 .

4 6 .

47 .

4 8 .

4 9 .

5 0 .
J t i k ,.- &
5 2 .

5 1 .

5 4 .

5 3 .
^

. ■% ■ '

5 6 .

5 7 .

5 8 .

5 9 .

6 0 .

6 1 .

6 2 .

6 3 .

6 4 .

6 5 .

6 6 .

6 7 .

6 8 .

6 9 .

7 0 .

7 1 .

7 2 .

7 3 .

7 4 .

75.

7 6 .

7 7 .

Please mak

marks dark and clear.
Remember to work from
left to right.

ijr-' 'tr*
.
EN
DI

4 4 .

4 5 .

5 5 .

if False.

3 4 .
3 6 .

Mark a

"T" if True and an ”F

3 2 .

—

3 3 .

INSTRUCTIONS:
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TABLE 8
CORRELATIONS AMONG ITEMS ON THE ENMESHED .AND DISENGAGED SCALES

Item

co
S
CU
4-J
M
a>
rH
u
CO
*d
<u
bC
«
CJO

Enmeshed Scale
21
23
35

13

15

18

2

.21

.04

.02

.01

.14

3

.10

.27

-.05

.04

9

.22

.14

.18

10

.24

.24

33

.23

.38

48
49

s

•“H 56
O

59

39

4 6

47

5 8

.09

. 1 1

.0 9

.0 9

. 0 9

- . 1 6

. 0 8

.04

.17

. 2 1

- . 0 3

. 0 2

. 0 2

-.05

.00

.21

.23

.09

. 16

. 0 8

. 1 9

. 2 0

. 0 0

. 1 9

.00

.10

.15

.11

. 0 5

. 1 6

.1 4

. 0 6

. 0 7

. 2 0

.40

.47

.13

.35

. 2 1

. 2 5

. 1 0

.0 7

. 2 1

. 4 5

.00 -.07
.20
.09
‘
it :j
•- -$Jf i
.26 -.01
.00
.04
L
’’
..
.17
.08

.28

.11

. 1 0

. 1 3

.0 3

. 2 6

- . 0 2

. 2 1

. 2 4

. 0 5

. 1 5

. 2 2

. 0 1

. 2 1

. 0 2

. 2 3

. 1 0

. 1 5

. 0 4

. 1 3

. 3 2

. 0 1

. 3 4

. 2 4

. 0 2

. 3 1

. 0 9

. 0 2

. 2 2

. 1 4

.0 6

. 3 0

‘
r.**

.23

.02

V'J-m
■'K-*■$&}$-

*?<
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.22

.05
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